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Bell Communications Research, Inc. (Bellcore) is pleased to

otfer the.e reply comment. as administrator of the North American

NUmbering Plan (NANPA). Carrier identification code. (CICs) are

one of the scarce numberinq resources that NANPA administers.

Since 1989, NAMPA has kept the Commission informed of the impending

exhau.tion ot CIC. and of conservation and expansion measures that

NANPA and the industry have u~dertaken as a result of consensus.lI

Part of that con.en.u. has been that Feature Group B CICs were

to be expanded in 1993 (Which expansion is underway), and Feature

Group D CIC. were to be expanded in 1995. NANP~ submits that there

is no reason to consider Feature Group B CIC exPansion further, and

that unle•• the Comai••ion is prepared to enforce strinqent limits

on eIC as.iCJlUl8nt. (includinq reclamation) and/or to accept the

po.sibility that there may be exhaustion of Feature Group 0 ercs

(depending on what is considered "exhaustion," see below),

expansion ot Feature Group D CICs should proceed as planned.

1/ ~, letters tro. NANPA to the Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
of: October 13, 1989, September 20, 1990; April 10, 1991; Ju:y
10, 1991; and October 24, 1991. " /,;;~_;
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~ Indu'try" Cons.nsul

Sine. div.stiture in 1984, a crc hal been a three digit

numb.r. In Featur. Group B service (Which was accessed prior to

this y.ar by dialing 950-WXXX), the crc is substituted tor the

thr.e X., and the W could b., at the option ot the CIC holder,

eith.r a 0 or 1 (but not both) that oth.rwise was iqnored by the

switch.s. Expansion ot the Feature Group B CICs is being

accomplish'd by causing the switches to look at all four digits

b.yond the 950, which enable, the W to become an X. ThUI, some

9,000 F.atur. Group B CIC. are possible rather than the previous

somewhat 1... than 1000. The sam. number ot digits (slven)

continue. to be dial.d att.r .xpansion.

In Feature Group D s.rvice (Which has blln accessed since

diveltitur. by dialing 10XXX), the ele is substituted tor the three

XXXI. Rather than expanding from lOXXX to 10XXXX - which would

for.clo.. tran.itional UI. of the existinq tive diqit dialing

proc.dur.. .ven during an interim period - the industry reached

con••n.u. on .xpan.ion to 101XXXX, which made p~ssibl. transitional

UI' of the exi.ting dialing procedures.lI

So long al the transitional use continues, entities with

pr.viou. thr.e digit crc. would continue to be accessed by dialing

five d1gits, while .ntiti.s with the new four digit CICs would be

acc••••d by dialinq ••v.n digits. Some industry participants

iI And, once the ne.d for transition ends, it will be possible
ultimately to migrate this to five digit crcs usinq 10XXXXX
dialing (i ••• , up to 100,000 eles), without again changing the
number of diqits to be dialed.
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thought this would conter an untair competitive a.dvantaqe on

holders ot existing CIC. (or conversely, that this could serve as

a barrier to new entry), and souqht to minimize the period ot

dialing disparity.V Some holders of existinq CICs sought to

maintain the tive digit dialinq indefinitely, or for very long time

periods, ~, 10 years.!!

In the absence of consensus, NANPA included a mid-ground

eighteen month transitional period in its assignment quidelines,

and encouraged those that miqht disaqree with this to bring the

i.sue to the Commission for its resolution. NANPA so notified the

commission in ita october 13, 1989 letter to the Chief, Common

carrier Bureau. NAMPA urges the commission to take this

opportunity to confirm the appropriateness of the eiqhteen month

period now specitied, if Feature Group D eIC expansion proceeds.

Expansign gf Feature Group ~ ~

CIC expansion could be leqally required, or dictated by market

needs, or both. While NAMPA is in no position to determine what

legal obligations govern service providers, legal constraints are

11 There was alao a concern expressed that while a transitional
disparity in dialing among interexchanqe service providers
might be justifiable, maintenance of this tor a lonq period
could be viewed as inconsistent with the Modification of Final
JUdgment governing the divested Bell Operating Companies and
the Consent Decree governing GTE.

!I This would not only rai.e disparity concerns, but would limit
the potential number ot Feature Group D CICs during that ten
year period, perhaps resulting in exhaustion. For
compatibility with five diqit lOXXX dialing to be maintained,
the limit on total number ot Feature Group 0 eICs is 3,000.
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part ot the environment that NAMPA cannot iqnore when tormulatinq

plans and when con-idering assignment quidelines and procedures.

Some may argue that neither the FCC~ nor the MFJ court.§! has

specifically addre••ed CIC expansion, thus the positions ot parties

such a. C.ntel and the CPE suppliers that it may be sensible not

to expand F.ature Group D CIC. may have some merit. However,

industry con••n.us has b.en qained on plans both tor expansion of

F.ature Group B CICs (Which expansion is underway) and expansion

of Feature Group 0 CICs in the tuture.

Without .xpansion or .iqnificant tiqhteninq of eligibility tor

a••ignm.nt, coupl.d with r.clamation of cod.. in exc••• of the

a••iqnm.nt limit., thr•• diqit Feature Group 0 CICs will exhaust

~ The Commis.ion in Fir.t Data Resources, Inc., 1986 FCC LEXIS
3347 (May 22, 1986), an order addressinq Feature Group B "950"
CIC., acknowledqed pot.ntial CIC exhaustion. The Commission
.xpr••••d a hope that the industry might alleviate this, and
indicat.d that furth.r Commission action wa~ contemplated.

jj It appears that neith.r the Modification. of Final JUdqment
(HPJ) qoverning the divested Bell Operating Companies nor the
comparable rinal JUdgment governing GTE specitically addresses
whether mea.ure. need b. taken to expand CICs when new ones
are no longer available, although the equal acce•• provisions
ther.of could conceivably be interpreted as requiring this.
JAa, United state. v. Am. Tel. and Tel. Co., 552 F.SUpp. 131,
226 (D.D.C. 1982), aff'd ~ nQm., Maryland v. United states,
460 U.S. 1001 (1983) (the MFJ); united state. v. GTE, 1985-1
Trad ca•• (CCR) P66,355 (the GTE Final JUdqment). Indeed, if
the purpo.e of the .qual access provision. of th••e decrees,
includinq their acce•• numbering provision., is to promote
workable competition, it might be asked whether that purpose
has already been achieVed with a present Feature Gro~p 0 ere
code .et thai: accollUlodat.. almost 1,000 assignments (and
hundreds ot competitors), and a soon-to-ba expanded Feature
Group B eIC code .et that accommodates almost 9,000 assignments
(and thousands of competitors).
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in the near future, in early 1995 or sooner.1I The assignment rate

for the.e CIC. continues to increase, from an average of 8

CIcs/month in early 1991 to currently about 15 CICs/month.1! And,

neither the Commission nor major seqments of the industry have

supported tightening of eligibility combined with reclamation of

code. beyond eligibility limits.

In the industry consensus process that was used to create CIC

assignment guideline. to govern assignment of the new tour digit

ClC., the number of Feature Group 0 CICs that could be assigned to

an entity has be.n increased from the pre-1990 limits of three

domestic CICs and one international one (and the post-1990

"con.ervation mode- limit ot one domestic eIC) to six eICs. The

pre.ent requirement that entities make good faith eftorts to reduce

exce.. complement. at CIC. gained by mergers or acquisition was

deleted, and the new guidelines do not include CICs gained by

merger and acqui.itions in the six eIe limitation.i/

11 But .ee the di.cus.ion below on whether there really will be
"exhaustion.-

1/ This may get wor.e it a recent development continues. NANPA
recently ba. received a marked increase in CIC requests for
u.e by re.eller. in Texas. While it is not clear that these
CIC. will in tact be used efficiently, there is no basis under
the as.ignment guidelines for denying the requests. If this
trend continua. in Texa. or spreads elseWhere, the 1995 date
is likely to ba very optimistic.

i/ NANPA and other entities advocated more stringent limitations
on the number of ClCs, and particularly ones acquired by merger
and acquisition, but consensus could not be gained on this
point. This highlights an essential difference between the
consensus proc••• and government decisionmakinq: unlike a
consensus body, the government can reach decisions that differ
from positions advocated by major participants in its
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On the reclama~10n side, NANPA has enqaqed in stringent

reclamation ot unused CICs, which has resulted in the return of

some 280 CICs in the past two and a half years. While this effort

continues, the present assiqnment rate siqnificantly exceeds the

reclamation rate. And, we have reclaimed the vast majority of all

unu.ed CICs.W

Alternative. suqq••ted by several partie. do not appear to be

workable. The suqqe.tion of APCC and North Pittsburqh Telephone

that CICs be shared ra~er than expanded has been considered twice

by ~e industry and rejected because of technical limitations and

billinq complications. The suqgestion by APCC that the number ot

CICs be limited to one per entity is unrealistic. It became clear

in discusslona at the CIC assignment guidelines workshops that

en~itie. wlth more than one crc are using them to overcome

technical limitation. in their networks and to provide services

th.~ cannot be provided using a single CIC.ll/ And the suggestion

by the Ad Hoc TelecolDJlunic:ations Users C~_ittee that entities

proceedings.

W Thi. tom of recluation; reclamation of excess complements ot
CIC. acquired by merqers and acquisitions, has been resisted
by ~e very entities that were to make the "qood faith" efforts
and that did not do so. NANPA's letters to the Commission o~

April 10, July 10 and October 24, 1991 souqht, to no avail, to
enli.t support from the Commission for reclamation of tr.•
exce•• merger and acquisition codes.

111 It should be remembered that, prior to the 1990 conservatl=n
period, under the quidelines entities were permitted to have
three dome.tic CICs and one international one. It.~.

therefore reasonable for them to engineer their networks j-J
service. based on this.



- 7 -

u.ing only Peature Group B crc. should exchange them tor new four

digit Feature Group B crcs (which could then be used also for

Feature Group D) is .ssentially part of the industry's plan and

as.ignment quidelin•• , and has be.n taken into account in the

projection. of Feature Group D crc exhaustion.

Thu., unle•• the cOlDJllission is prepared to use its requlatory

authority to change the crc assignment quidelines and to mandate

return of exc•••ive complement. of crcs, it must confront the

policy r ••ult that CIC. may exhaust. As noted, this may be a

legally permissible result, although this is unclear. Furthermore,

"exhaustion" in this context may be more definitional than actual.

It i. conceiVable that procedures for barter and sale of rights to

u.e crc. could be e.tablished, which could create market

meehani... tor allocation of scarce CIC resourc... If an entity

••eking a CIC could acquire the use of one at a market clearing

price, it is unclear that there would ever be "exhaustion. "W

Such an approach would avoid certain cost. that have be.n

identified in c01llll8nt. herein. Southwestern Erell, for exampl., has

e.timated that it will cost $100 million to expand Feature Group

o CICs in its regional area. CPE vendor interests such as

Intellicall, NATA and APCC, while not as specific, have claimed

.ignificant cost. a••ociat.d with modifying their equipment 

primarily public telephone. -- to accept expanded Feature Group 0

1a/ A fora of this is available today, since CIC. are among the
assets transferred in a merger or acquisition. As noted.
neither the indu.try nor the Commission has supported retur~

of exce•• complements of ercs achieved in this manner.
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The.e are costs that ultimately would be borne by

sUbscribers, and that could be avoided it the crcs are not

expanded. Bu~, in considering this approach the Commission may

wi.h to balance the.e cost .aving. against the potential that new

entry may be more co.tly in the tuture.lJI

Conclusion

In conclusion, NAMPA submits that to avoid unavailability of

CIC., unle•• the comai••ion is prepared to entorce stringent limits

on CIC a.signment. (inclUding reclamation) or to promote

development of market .ethods for allocating scarce crc resources,

it should encourage expansion ot Feature Group 0 crcs to proceed

as planned by the indu.try. Even if such expansion continues as

planned, current increase. in demand for crcs may lead to a hiatus

in availability. And, NANPA urges the commission to take this

opportuni~y ~o confira the appropriateness ot the eighteen month

12/ This i. not completely clear. Under the First Data Resource.,
Inc. deci.ion, supra., service providers and end-users ~ re
equally eligible for ClC assignments, and much ot the demarj
tor CICs in recent years has emanated from end-users that dre
not "entrants." It may be entirely appropriate for re .. ,
valuable use. of crcs to bear some of the costs that t:-; e •
impo.e on service providers. .
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period now specitied, it Feature Group 0 CIC expansion proceeds.

Respectfully submitted,

BELL COMMUNICATIONS RESEARCH INC.

by:

~f.~.Michaer • iOii\ii

It. Attorney

Bell Communication. Re••arch, Inc.
290 W••t Mount Plea.ant Avenue
Livinq.ton, New Jer.ey 07039
(201) 740-6390

January 27, 1993
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